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Introduction
Social welfare programmes, though often designed with laudable aims, usually suffer from a number of failings in practice. These can include mis-targeting, inappropriate or inadequate benefits to meet the heterogeneous needs of the target population and lack of effective monitoring. They are also all too often unable to show effective poverty alleviation among the target group (Tudawe, 2002) . It can be argued that most of these failings stem from an insufficient understanding of the nature of poverty. For poverty alleviation strategies to be successful, they need to be grounded in a holistic understanding of the nature of poverty among its target population. The strategy can then utilize the strengths and take account of the constraints to help people move out of poverty. A holistic understanding can also inform how to monitor and assess whether and when households in the target population have moved out of poverty. As Thorbecke notes '(b)efore the Development Community can become more successful in designing and implementing poverty-alleviation strategies, within the context of growth, we need to identify and understand better the various dimensions of poverty and how the latter interact over time and across space' (Thorbecke, 2005:3) .
Within the larger policy questions about poverty alleviation and social protection programmes, safety net programmes face particular challenges. Safety nets, which are a subset of a broader poverty alleviation strategy of a country, are non contributory transfer programmes targeting the poor and the vulnerable. They can take the form of cash transfers, food stamps, in-kind transfers, subsidies or fee waivers for essential services (Grosh et al, 2008) . A good safety net programme needs firstly to be appropriate -by responding to the particular needs of the country, and adequate -by providing full coverage and meaningful benefits to the various groups in need of assistance, such as the chronic poor, the transient poor, the vulnerable and so on. In the case of safety net programmes therefore, a deep understanding of poverty as experienced by the target groups is critical.
One of the main drawbacks to such better understanding of poverty has been the lack of data. In a recent initiative, the Oxford Poverty & Human Development Initiative (OPHI) has developed survey modules to collect and analyse data, on several dimensions of poverty that appear important in the experiences of deprived people, but have been largely 'missing' in large-scale quantitative work on poverty and human development. The application of this survey module in Badulla District, Sri Lanka has generated a set of new data about poverty, and created an opportunity to explore the extent to which households are deprived in multiple dimensions of poverty, simultaneously.
In this paper, we analyse this new data to better understand poverty among recipients of the Samurdhi Welfare programme, which is the most important safety net programme in Sri Lanka. The paper attempts to add to the discourse towards a more holistic understanding of poverty among Samurdhi beneficiaries, by presenting data on multiple dimensions of poverty among recipient and non recipient households. Poverty as a multidimensional phenomenon enjoys considerable acceptance at the conceptual level, in Sri Lankan policy circles, but is yet to be explored and analysed with survey data. 6 Increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the Samurdhi Programme has been a key policy focus of successive governments during the last decade and the programme has undergone many revisions and adjustments. In this context the new data presented in this paper about the nature of poverty among Samurdhi households, particularly about deprivation in multiple dimensions simultaneously, can provide guidance for future research and reforms.
The paper is structured as follows: the next section provides an overview of poverty and social welfare programming in Sri Lanka, focusing on the nature and current policy debates about the Samurdhi Programme. Section 3 provides an overview of multidimensional poverty including the theoretical framework. Section 4 introduces the data sources for this analysis, including a brief introduction to Badulla District where the survey was conducted, and an overview of the survey questionnaire and measurement methodology used. Section 5 contains the results of the multidimensional poverty analysis of Samurdhi and non-Samurdhi households focusing in particular on the dimensions of quality of employment, empowerment, dignity, physical safety, and psychological and subjective wellbeing, which are often missing from poverty analysis based on survey data. Section 6 concludes by considering the policy implications of this analysis.
Social Welfare Programmes in Sri Lanka
The Samurdhi programme was introduced by the Government of Sri Lanka in 1995 as the main national development instrument to reduce poverty and increase employment opportunities in the country. The Programme's stated aim is to improve the economic and social conditions of youth, women and disadvantaged groups of the society (Parliament of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, 1995). The word "Samurdhi" is derived from a local term meaning prosperity, and the programme comprises of a short and long term strategy. The short term strategy involves poverty cushioning components, such as income support, social insurance and social development programmes. The long term strategy involves poverty alleviation through social mobilization, empowerment and integrated rural development (Gunatilaka et al, 1997:7) .
At present, Samurdhi has three major components. The first is the provision of a consumption grant transfer (food stamp) to eligible households. This component accounts for more than 80% of the total annual expenditure of the programme, and is administered by the Department of the Commissioner General of Samurdhi. The consumption grant aims to assist low-income families to maintain at least a minimum standard of living, defined according to a poverty line based on food and non-food items. Currently, Samurdhi provides six types of stamps, with the minimum at Rs. 210 and the maximum at Rs. 1,500 7 . The value of the grant received depends on family size. The second component covers the savings, credit, insurance and social security schemes which aim to improve household access to financial capital. Within this component, Samurdhi banks were established as cooperatives, with Samurdhi beneficiary households as shareholders, and they issue loans to members mostly for agricultural and self-employment activities. Recipients of the consumption grant also contribute to the Samurdhi social security fund, which pays social security claims to Samurdhi beneficiaries in case of birth, marriage, illness, and death (Glinskaya, 2000) . The third component of Samurdhi is a workfare and social development program which includes adult literacy; scholarships; programs for the aged, disabled, destitute, and alcoholics; and narcotics prevention programs. Within this component, there is also a community infrastructure development programme where small scale irrigation, roads and water supply projects are undertaken by the community (Ministry of Samurdhi and Poverty Alleviation, 2007) .
In delivery, the components of the Samurdhi programme are interlinked. For example, the savings and micro insurance contributions are mandatory for consumption grant recipients as these are deducted at source and a reduced amount is available for consumption support. Recipients of the income transfer also make up the large majority of Samurdhi Bank members, and Samurdhi transfer recipients are required to provide labour for the small community-based infrastructure projects (Gunatilaka et al. 1997) . Finally, selection for a Samurdhi Consumption grant has wider implications beyond access to the programme's other components; in the absence of accurate data to identify the poor at the local level, many state and nonstate actors and projects use selection for a Samurdhi grant as the criteria for identifying the poor in the country (Gunatilaka, 2010) .
Recent issues and debates
The effectiveness of Samurdhi targeting has been a topic of substantial national debate during the past decade, and much of this discussion has focused on the effectiveness of its targeting (Gunatilaka, 2010) . In the past, the Samurdhi Programme has been implemented from a strongly income/consumption centered understanding of poverty. Initially, beneficiaries were selected through direct income measures but as income is generally unobservable and almost impossible to corroborate, selection varied as program officers used their own interpretations to translate the criteria for the selection of beneficiary families. This resulted in substantial lack of transparency in beneficiary selection. In the mid 2000s, proxy means testing (PMT) replaced direct income measures, and the model developed included variables for: community characteristics (presence of a bank or divisional headquarters in the community); household assets (consumer non-durables, farm equipment); household ownership of land and livestock; characteristics of head of household (age, education, main activity, marital status); household demographics (household size, number of dependents, whether children attend school); and, housing characteristics (owned housing or not, type of floor, wall and latrine, number of rooms) and households must score below an identified cut-off to be selected. Despite the number of variables used however, this method too is largely based on the income dimension as it attempts to increase the accuracy of the income measures.
A recent change in identifying beneficiaries is through the introduction of a community screening process, also known as the Family Classification Method (FCM). The FCM is carried out at a public meeting with the entire village, where the program officer explains the variables and selection criteria and villagers then rank themselves based on those selected criteria. Because this screening process is carried out in a public meeting where most of the villagers are familiar with the assets ownership of their neighbors, there is greater transparency and reduced problems of information asymmetry. The FCM is based on a set of variables similar to those used in the PMT but the community screening is pointing to the importance of the nonincome/consumption dimensions of poverty at the local level, such as social exclusion, access to services etc 8 . Overall however, despite increasing acceptance among the programme planners that poverty is experienced in multiple dimensions, this is yet to be systematically incorporated into the programme's targeting strategy.
The programme is thought to suffer from both exclusion and inclusion errors, but recent controversies have prompted programme implementers to reduce inclusion errors. From a high of 1.96 million beneficiary households in 2005, the number of beneficiary households currently stands at 1.6 million (Central Bank of Sri Lanka, 2010). However, as Samurdhi recipients account for 32% of the population, and in the context of HCI at 15.2%, policy makers are keen to further streamline the programme to be both relevant and effective.
While improving targeting has been the main focus of research and policy attention, less attention has focused on another element of programme effectiveness -the numbers of beneficiaries graduating out of the programme. There is very little data in the public domain about graduation rates, nor much evidence to indicate that there is substantial graduation out of the programme. On the contrary, beneficiaries are often averse to having the Samurdhi benefits removed. This lack of a clear exit strategy, with incentives for beneficiaries to graduate out in a sustainable manner and within a defined time frame, is a design weakness in the programme that needs to be addressed (Hewavitharana, 2004) . The programme is currently following a multi-pronged approach, providing interventions in economic, social, physical and psychological, and political/leadership domains on the rationale that such a multiplicity of varied activities -from food stamps to loans, to community infrastructure programmes, to programmes for adult literacy and alcohol abuse -is required to equip beneficiaries to move out of poverty. However, their effectiveness in reducing poverty in these multiple domains is neither known nor systematically monitored. As a result, any discussion on the effectiveness of this portfolio of interventions is hampered as it cannot be done with reference to data and evidence.
Multidimensional Poverty
Poverty is a complex phenomenon. Before it can be measured, it needs to be understood. However, measurement of poverty has all too often dominated this discourse -because measurement allows knowing, understanding, design of interventions and assessing whether interventions are successful (Coudouel et al quoted in Gunewardena, 2005: 2) . The understanding of poverty is in some senses 'limited', it can be argued, by the policy need to measure poverty. (Sen, 1999) . In what is now commonly called the 'capabilities approach', poverty is understood not only as multidimensional but also as deprivation in what people value being and doing (Nussbaum quoted in Alkire, 2007) . The focus therefore is not just in terms of deprivation as an outcome, but also deprivation as a 'capability space'. A key analytical distinction the capability approach makes is between the means and the ends of well-being and development; only the ends have intrinsic importance, whereas means are only instrumental to reach the goal of increased well-being and development. However, both in reality and in Sen's more applied work, these distinctions often blur (Robeyns, 2003) . Alkire (2007) notes that the capability approach can be applied differently depending on the place, situation, level of analysis, available information or even the kind of decisions involved. There is no universally accepted relevant set of domains or even methodology for identifying the domains of poverty which a certain group values. In this regard, the capability approach is fundamentally a normative framework through which poverty and policy questions can be understood and analyzed.
It is now almost universally recognized that poverty is deprivation experienced in multiple dimensions, and that multidimensional poverty is a richer concept to understand the phenomenon than the traditional uni-dimensional monetary approach (Asselin, 2009 ). While there is as yet no consensus on what these dimensions may be, there has been a progressive broadening of the definitions and measurements of poverty over the past two decades. Chambers (in Gunewardena, 2005) suggests that at a minimum, there are three dimensions of poverty: survival, security and self respect. Baulch (1996) expands this conceptualization of poverty in a 'pyramid of poverty concepts' which goes from only private consumption to a conceptualization of poverty that includes private consumption levels, access to common property resources, access to state provided commodities, ownership of assets, dignity and autonomy. While the broadening of the definitions and conceptualization of poverty along the multidimensional approach may take us closer to the reality of poverty, such broadening is accompanied by increasing difficulties in measuring poverty. Such broadening also significantly affects our thinking about strategies to address poverty as a broader definition expands the set of policies that are relevant to the reduction of poverty (Kanbur and Squire, 1999) .
Composite poverty indices offer powerful alternatives to one-dimensional, moneymetric approach to measuring poverty and well-being. The Human Development Index (HDI), first developed in 1990, is such a composite index which measures development by combining indicators of life expectancy, educational attainment and income into a composite human development index (UNDP, undated). However, the HDI has been criticised as being a very incomplete measure of human development, leaving out many aspects of life which are of fundamental importance (Ranis et al, 2005 (Alkire, 2007) . These five 'missing dimensions' of poverty are quality of work, empowerment, physical safety, ability to go about without shame and psychological wellbeing. To date, these dimensions have been largely overlooked in large-scale quantitative work on poverty and human development. In this context, OPHI has designed questionnaire modules that can be integrated into national household surveys to obtain these data and this module was piloted in several countries, including in Sri Lanka.
Pilot of Multidimensional Poverty Module in Sri Lanka
OPHI's multidimensional poverty module was piloted in Badulla district, Sri Lanka. Badulla was selected for this study because it offered the opportunity to test the modules within a context that represents all of Sri Lanka's sectoral divisions; urban, rural and estate. It is one of the poorer districts in the country, but still contains varying levels of consumption poverty rates within its geographical extent.
One among the 25 districts which comprise Sri Lanka, Badulla is located in the south east of Sri Lanka. It covers an area of 2,818km 2 and is the eighth largest district in the country. The population of Badulla District was 779,983 persons at the 2001 census (about 4% of the country's population), and it is estimated to be growing at an average annual rate of 1%. Migration out of the area is common, with most individuals leaving in search of better employment opportunities in other parts of the country as well as abroad. The population density is about 276 persons/km 2, which is slightly below the national average of 300. The population in the district is distributed among the rural (72.7%), estate (20.7%) and urban (6.6%) sectors.
The topography of Badulla district is mostly hilly and the climate is mild, which is suitable for the cultivation of tea, as well as a large variety of vegetables. Agriculture is the main occupation for 61% of the employed workforce, while 26% are engaged in the service sector, and 12% in industry. Much of the employment in the area is in the informal sector. Labour force participation rates among male and female are 65.2% and 36.6% in Badulla (compared to 65.5% and 28.1% 9 respectively at the national level). Approximately 25.9% of the district population are Samurdhi recipients, but in common with the challenges noted in the national data regarding the Samurdhi targeting, some exclusion and inclusion errors are thought to be present. In addition, until recently poor households in the estates, which make up 20% of Badulla's population, were not eligible for the national poverty programme as the estate management was responsible for their social protection.
The methodological approach of this research was mixed method, including both quantitative and limited qualitative data gathering and analysis. Data collection was through a household survey based on OPHI's 'missing dimensions' module, adapted to the Sri Lankan context 10 . The household survey was preceded by a series of Key
Person Interviews (KPI) and Focus Group Discussions (FGD) which were based on qualitative, exploratory, semi-structured tools of data collection. Eleven KPIs were conducted with researchers, who are both producers and users of poverty related data in Sri Lanka to explore the relevance of the dimensions and indicators in the Sri Lankan context. Six FGDs, representing men and women from the three main sectors of urban, rural and estate areas, were completed in the Badulla District to understand contextual issues particular to the Badulla area within each of the sectors, the relevance of the dimensions and indicators at a community level, to ascertain if any components had been missed in module, and finally to test the wording and translation of the questions.
The household survey was then administered to a district-wide sample of 260 households, representative at the district and sectoral levels 11 . Stratified random sampling was used to select administrative areas within Badulla and households were selected for interview through systematic random selection; every fifth house was selected using the right hand rule. The respondent in each case was the head of the household or the spouse, and an effort was made to obtain a spread of male and female respondents. In all, 229 interviews were completed (Table 1) . Data was collected for each dimension according to indicators proposed by OPHI in a series of working papers 12 . Indicators were selected for analysis based on data availability as some indicators did not generate useable information. Deprivation in dimensions was measured using the respondent as the unit of analysis. While data was available for some indicators for all the household members (individuals), summarizing these data points into a single household characteristic proved to be problematic. Hence, the respondent was used as the unit of analysis, to maintain data consistency.
The data was analysed by comparing Samurdhi recipient households in the sample with non Samurdhi recipient households in the sample, in relation to their poverty levels in multiple dimensions. The analysis process involved several steps. First, descriptive analysis was carried out for all variables, to understand the data distribution among Samurdhi recipient households and other households. Thereafter, correlation analysis was used to understand the relationship between the variables and these two types of households. Where a statistically significant relationship was found, odds ratio analysis was carried out, to ascertain the odds of being deprived among the two groups, namely Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households. 13 In addition to that factor analysis was carried out for selected variables to identify the indicators for dimensions. Finally the deprivation of each dimension was measured by constructing a composite index for each dimension.
14 Poverty measurements often proceed as two steps. First, the 'identification step' which defines the criteria to distinguish the poor from the non poor (poverty line/cut off). The second is 'aggregation step' which aggregates data in to an overall indicator of poverty (poverty index/measure) (Sen, 1976) . In this paper, identification and aggregation steps were carried out, but within a single dimension to obtain deprivation within that dimension. At the same time, these steps have been separately carried out for multiple dimensions and the results of this analysis are shown below.
Results
The poverty analysis shown below focuses on the multiple dimensions of income, household assets and shelter, quality of employment, empowerment, dignity, physical safety, and psychological and subjective wellbeing. The analysis attempts to draw out the differences and similarities between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households in relation to these dimensions, to add to the understanding of the nature of poverty among Samurdhi households. Due to well known challenges of using reported income of households, lack of asset ownership can also be used as a proxy indicator of poverty. Fewer Samurdhi households have access to household assets such as radio, television and refrigerator compared to the non Samurdhi households. For example, 69% of Samurdhi households have a radio compared to 79% among non Samurdhi households; 63% have a TV compared to 81% among non Samurdhi households; finally, just 9% have refrigerators compared to 37% among non Samurdhi households. Given the hilly terrain in most parts of Badulla, transport assets such as bicycles are not owned by many households whereas communication assets, such as mobile and land line telephones, are available to about half the population, except among Samurdhi households where the rates are around 30%. Overall, the distribution of asset ownership is in line with the trend shown in the analysis of income data, where Samurdhi households have a greater likelihood of being deprived. 15 District Poverty Line as at January 2010 to coincide with period of survey data collection.
Income, Household Assets and Shelter
An important dimension of poverty is access to basic needs such as adequate shelter, sanitation and electricity. The household survey shows that good basic needs indicators are prevailing in Badulla. For example, 82% of the population have cement or tile floors, 80% have brick or block walls, and 82% have access to a water seal toilet. Electricity coverage is in line with the national data, with 80% having access to the main grid. Samurdhi households however are less likely to have access to such basic needs 16 . For example, Samurdhi households have 3.1 times the odds as non Samurdhi households of having poor quality flooring (that is a clay, mud, sand etc), 2.4 times the odds of having poor quality walls (that is mud, cabook, metal sheets, planks etc) and 2.6 times the odds of having less than 2 rooms in the house. They also have 4.3 times the odds of non Samurdhi households to rely on a less stable source of energy than electricity (such as kerosene lamps) for lighting.
Aggregating these variables into 4 indicators 17 shows that a greater proportion of Samurdhi households are deprived in income and access to electricity (Table 3 ). In contrast, in relation to shelter and sanitation there does not appear to be much difference in deprivation among Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households. Having a good and decent job is generally associated with being out of poverty, whichever way poverty is defined (Lugo, 2007) . However, despite the centrality of income and employment to understanding poverty, much of the data that is collected in this respect in Sri Lanka relates to the labour market. There is a dearth of information regarding the quality of employment, which has been highlighted by ILO's decent work agenda (ILO, 2009) . In this section we look at the quality of employment of Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households, using indicators suggested by Lugo (2007) , namely protection (based on the formality of employment, as well as protection against shocks), safety and occupational hazard, under/over employment and discouraged unemployment.
It is a well known fact that in Sri Lanka, a high proportion of employment is provided by the informal sector. In Badulla District, 70% of the employment is provided by the informal sector, which is linked to the importance of agriculture in the District (Ministry of Labour Relations and Manpower, 2009). CEPA's household survey data confirms that wage or salaried employment is the most common source of employment, 18 and it is also characterized by high informality. Among employees, 29% are wage workers, while 23%, though salaried, work in enterprises in the informal sector. Among Samurdhi households this informality is marked; as many as 56% of employed persons in these households are wage workers and 50% of employees who are salaried, work in informal enterprises. The informal sector however is heterogeneous, and while consistently low levels of earnings appears to be associated with casual wage workers, there are relatively high income pockets among the salaried and self employed households 19 . Among Samurdhi recipient households, there is a high prevalence of wage work, as they have 6.3 times the odds of non Samurdhi households to be engaged in non permanent work, 10 times the odds of non Samurdhi households to have daily wage and other non monthly wage payment arrangements, and 4 times the odds of non Samurdhi households to work without written contracts (Table 5) . There is substantial income vulnerability due to sickness among the population, as only about 33% of employees have paid sick leave, compared to 17% among employees in Samurdhi households. While 45% said that their work does not provide any pension, social security benefits or insurance for retirement, employees households have 10.4 times the odds of employees in non Samurdhi households to be without social security provided by their place of employment. A small number of employees in Samurdhi households have public sector employment and lack of retirement pension is therefore not significantly associated with being a Samurdhi recipient household.
The importance of such protection from employment is made clear as most households do not have adequate own resources to withstand shocks. 24% of nonSamurdhi households reported that they have sufficient savings to get by if a household member lost their source of income, compared to less than 3% of Samurdhi households who have such savings. Qualitative data shows that such households are often compelled to further reduce consumption when faced with shocks. 19 While there is not much income distribution among wage earning households (both mean and median income are in the range of Rs.11,000 to 13,000), there is substantial income distribution among salaried households (mean income is Rs.22,451 while 5% have income in excess of Rs.75,000) and self employed (mean income is Rs.17,755 while 2% earn in excess of Rs.75,000).
Another aspect of social security is for old age. More than 51% of Samurdhi households have no plans for their retirement age, compared to about 26% among non Samurdhi households. While about 20% in both groups are planning to rely on children or other household members, among non Samurdhi households as many as 30% were protected by access to a retirement pension scheme or lump sum payment of social security benefits on retirement. This is markedly visible in the estate sector where employees have access to EPF/ETF payments. In comparison there are only 3% such households among Samurdhi recipients. One of the components of the Samurdhi programme is to provide micro insurance and savings programme for beneficiary households but there is no indication of higher savings levels among Samurdhi households compared to the rest of the population; in line with non Samurdhi households, only about 9% are planning to rely on savings and insurance payments in their old age. The Samurdhi consumption grant is also seen by some as protection during old age. Overall, in terms of protection Samurdhi households have 8.2 times the odds of non Samurdhi households to be deprived in at least one indicator and 3 times the odds of being deprived in multiple indicators simultaneously 20 .
Another aspect of employment quality is in relation to occupational safety and health, which can be measured in relation to workplace exposure, illness and accident. Due in part to the nature of livelihoods prevailing in Badulla, the incidence of serious workplace accidents is quite low. Only 14% of employed persons in non Samurdhi households and 8% of employees in Samurdhi households reported a serious accident or illness linked to their employment. There is no apparent relationship with Samurdhi households, and accidents and illness appear to be more prevalent among formal, salaried employees, particularly in the estate sector. In the rural sector, to which most Samurdhi households belong, employees are more likely to undergo accidents and illnesses related to bone, joint and muscles, whereas estate workers are more likely to complain of headache, eye strain, lung and breathing problems. Accidents or illness leading to permanent damage is very rare and has occurred in less than 2% of cases overall. Satisfaction with work conditions was varied with employees from Samurdhi households generally reporting good work conditions compared to, for example estate workers, who reported harsher work conditions with substantial numbers complaining of inadequate clean water, inadequate toilet facilities, uncomfortable postures, exposure to harsh weather and having to carry heavy loads 21 .
In terms of time, data is available about respondents engaged in multiple-activities as well as perceptions about over and under employment. About 65% of employees, among Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households, have a secondary occupation, and this is overwhelmingly in self employment in the agricultural sector -which is small-scale vegetable and cash crop cultivation in the home garden or close to the home. At the same time, the household survey data confirms that there is substantial underemployment in Badulla, in common with the rest of Sri Lanka. Among employed persons, close to 68% would like to work more. There is no significant difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households in relation to under employment, because both types of households are experiencing it. However, in relation to overemployment Samurdhi households are significantly different from non Samurdhi households. A number of respondents from Samurdhi households reported that they would like to work fewer hours -but not with a reduction of income. They would like to reduce the hours of work because as it is, they tend to work longer hours because of they have low income and are vulnerable. Among non Samurdhi households there was no reporting of such over employment.
About half the population of working age in the sampled area are not engaged in any income generating activity. Samurdhi households are in line with the population trend, but among some categories such as Estate households and women, there is a larger proportion of persons who are not directly engaged in any income generating activities. Most of these persons (about 62%) are aged, students or otherwise uninterested in working which is more commonly seen in the rural sector. There is however a substantial number (30%) who are not working because they have dependent care responsibilities or household work. In particular in urban areas, women are not working as they have household responsibilities -which in rural areas are often shared with the extended family. Among Samurdhi households, 78% of household members are not engaged in income generating activities due to household responsibilities. However, there is a greater incidence of interest in working; 10% (compared to 5% among the population) are awaiting word on applications already submitted and 12% (compared to just 2% among the population) were trying to look for work but discouraged due to costs and other considerations. The incidence of persons waiting on applications may also be a reflection of networks available to Samurdhi recipients through the programme, which are not as easily available to non Samurdhi households.
Statistical analysis shows that discouraged unemployment 22 in Badulla District is mainly a gendered phenomenon. In poor households, including in Samurdhi households, female members are not engaged in income generating activities mainly because of household responsibilities such as looking after children and the elderly. This is reflected in the strong correlation between the gender of the household member and being discouraged due to household responsibilities. Similarly, female headed households are correlated with discouraged unemployment due to difficulties in finding work, which reflects the narrower networks available to female heads of families as well as reluctance to travel far from home to work.
Based on this analysis, the data was aggregated 23 to show deprivation by indicator (Table 6 ). Comparing Samurdhi Households with non Samurdhi households, there is more widespread deprivation in relation to protection, as well as over employment among Samurdhi households. Interestingly, in relation to deprivation in occupational safety, more employees in non Samurdhi households are deprived than in Samurdhi households. In terms of multi dimensional poverty, within the dimension of employment quality, employed persons in Samurdhi households compared to employed persons in non Samurdhi households are experiencing deprivation in multiple indicators simultaneously (Table 7) . The Samurdhi Programme contains the idea of empowering the poor for the effective eradication of poverty (Ministry of Finance & Planning, 2006) . To this end, the programme contains components to encourage capacity building of beneficiaries through trainings etc, as well as community organization. Empowerment however remains a difficult concept to measure, and as the above two quotations show, there may not be much consensus about the concept itself. In this study, we consider empowerment of Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households, using indicators suggested by Ibrahim and Alkire (2007) namely empowerment as choice (in specific domains in life such as job, work, health, religion, safety) by looking at household decision making and domain specific autonomy (relative autonomy); empowerment as change (global autonomy) looking at ability to change aspects in life and ability to change aspects in community.
In terms of household decision making, there is no significant difference between respondents from Samurdhi and non Samurdhi Households. Most respondents noted that household decision making regarding the kind of job one does, and the choice and practice of a religion, are often made by themselves or jointly with other household members. In the case of decision making regarding household tasks one does, minor household purchases, ensuring personal safety and what to do in case of a serious health problem, decision making is mostly done jointly with other household members 24 .
In the village (that is, in the rural sector), the head of the household cannot take the decision without spouse, and the spouse cannot take a decision without the household head. The household head takes every decision thinking about the spouse and children. That is the normal situation in the Sri Lankan context. -Key Person Interview, Samurdhi Division, Ministry of Nation Building and Estate Infrastructure Development
To understand motives behind decision making, domain-specific relative autonomy was assessed. This analysis tried to ascertain if decisions are taken due to negative reasons -such as external pressure or to obtain external approval, or for positive reasons -such as because the person identifies the activity as valuable, or because the activity is integrated with the person's other activities. In terms of domain specific relative autonomy, there is little difference between respondents from Samurdhi and non Samurdhi Households except in relation to choice of job; respondents from Samurdhi households have 27.4 times the odds of respondents from non Samurdhi households to feel that the decision about the job they do is based on the need to obtain external approval, specifically that of other household members. 25 This response very likely reflects the pressure felt by Samurdhi households to find work due to their low income situation.
In relation to global autonomy, that is ability to change aspects in life and ability to change aspects in community, about 53% of respondents from non Samurdhi households and 48% from Samurdhi households felt that that had no control to change aspects of their life, while 47% of respondents among non Samurdhi household and 34% from Samurdhi households felt that they had no control to change aspects of their community. However, there is no statistically significant difference between these two groups.
In relation to aggregate 26 deprivation by empowerment indicators (relative autonomy and global autonomy), there is no significant difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households. Table 8 , which shows deprivation in multiple indicators simultaneously, suggests that more non Samurdhi households are deprived in relation to one indicator of empowerment, while more Samurdhi households are deprived when considering deprivation in both indicators simultaneously. 
Dignity and Respect
Using Adam Smith's famous example of linen shirts and leather shoes, Amartya Sen suggests that there a linkage between poverty and the ability to go about without 25 See Appendix 1, Table 3b . 26 See Appendix 2 for steps followed for aggregation shame (quoted in Reyles, 2007:7) . The implication here is that lack of certain commodities, which can vary widely by the context, can result in feelings of shame and humiliation. Like other basic capabilities therefore this dimension is dependent on having material resources. In this section, we consider the prevalence of feelings of shame, and their linkage with poverty by considering Samurdhi and non-Samurdhi households. For this purpose we focus on several indicators suggested by Reyles (2007) , namely the shame associated with being poor, levels of shame proneness, feelings of being treated without respect, unfairly or with prejudice, perceptions of group based discrimination, and finally, levels of accumulated humiliation.
The results of the pilot in Sri Lanka indicate that in the community as a whole, being poor is not widely associated with feelings of shame. About 77% of the respondents said that they would not be ashamed if they were poor and there is no significant difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households. However, responses to such a direct question may be masking a more complex feeling about poverty. There is also a fairly widely held perception that people who are not poor, make people who are poor feel bad. Close to 70% of households felt this, compared to less than 20% who said that they would be ashamed if they or a family member was poor. It is interesting that respondents see indications of shame associated with poverty in the wider society, but do not see this in relation to their own situation. Correlation analysis suggests an association, not with being Samurdhi or non Samurdhi households, but rather the environment within which the household is located, with urban respondents more likely to say that people who are not poor make poor people feel bad.
Poverty is common to us all, it is not something to be ashamed of…
Shame proneness tries to capture the frequency of experiencing the emotion shame or shame-related affective descriptors, in relation to negative events. Samurdhi households are more likely to report commonly having feelings of embarrassment, feeling ridiculous, childish and helpless (Table 9 ). In particular, Samurdhi household respondents have 2 times the odds of non Samurdhi household respondents to report often feeling helpless, or "asarana" -which is a commonly used word in Sri Lanka to identify the poor.
Factor analysis 27 indicates a correlation between the different feelings, suggesting that households which are prone to one such feeling, are also prone to other similar feelings of shame. This may also capture that in most cases, households are referring to a single incident or issue, which resulted in multiple feelings of shame and humiliation. Qualitative analysis shows that often these incidents relate to problems with family members, neighbours, villagers etc. Similar to feelings of shame, external experiences of humiliation are frequently experienced by only about 14% -16% of the population. While there is no difference between Samurdhi and non-Samurdhi households relating to perceptions of being treated either with respect or prejudice, respondents from Samurdhi households have 3.5 times the odds of a respondent from Samurdhi household to report that they are often treated unfairly.
Compared to individual experiences of disrespectful, unfair or prejudicial treatment, there is a greater perception among the sample population that discrimination exists in society. Compared to 12% of respondents who said that they themselves experienced a prejudicial incident in the recent past, as many as 33% felt that there is discrimination relating to access to public services and as many as 38% felt that there is discrimination in relation to obtaining public sector jobs. However, there is no evidence to link Samurdhi recipient households with discrimination and the data indicates that while there is some commonly held perceptions about the prevalence of discrimination in society due to poverty, these perceptions are held by both Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households alike.
Compared to the perceptions regarding the prevalence of discrimination in society, accumulated internal experiences of humiliation is very low. While 11% of the respondents felt that they had often felt excluded, less than 8% reported feelings of being put down, ridiculed, discounted, cruelly criticized or called derogatory names. While few respondents reported feelings of accumulated humiliation, more Samurdhi recipient households report feelings of being put down, ridiculed and called derogatory names (Table 10 ). Qualitative analysis shows that where being called derogatory names is reported, it is usually in relation to disputes with family or neighbours. In summary, deprivation by indicator (Table 11) shows that more Samurdhi respondents are deprived in unfair treatments (38.1% compared to 18.3% among non Samurdhi households) and accumulated humiliation (63.9% compared to 42.5% among non Samurdhi households). In terms of deprivation on multiple indicators simultaneously, a larger proportion of Samurdhi households compared to non Samurdhi households are deprived three or more indicators in the dignity dimension. 
Physical Safety and Security
Violence, resulting from everyday crime, large scale communal conflicts, insurgencies, or through state repression can undo the development gains achieved in education, health, employment, capital generation and infrastructure provision. It impedes human freedom to live safely and securely and can sustain poverty traps in many communities (Diprose, 2007) . Physical safety therefore, is an important dimension of wellbeing and was assessed in relation to incidence and frequency of general crime (such as theft) and conflict related violence (such as bomb explosions) against both person and property; and perceptions of threat to security and safety, both now and in the future (Diprose, 2007) . In this study, two indicators were considered -safety at home, neighbourhood and community, and likelihood of future violence.
The survey however found very few incidences of violence in the Badulla District with less than 5% of the surveyed households experiencing any incidences of general crime or conflict related crime during the previous 12 months 29 . Such small numbers does not allow robust statistical testing, but there does not seem to be any difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households in this connection.
There is very little violence in Haputale. Every two years or so all the shops are broken into. But there is no real problem.
-Male, Focus Group, Urban
Psychological and Subjective Well Being
Because there is sufficient evidence to show that happiness and income are not linked beyond very low levels of income, attempts are being made to measure happiness and wellbeing directly. In this section, we consider some eudaimonic (psychological 29 A different picture may have emerged had the pilot been conducted in areas which were more directly affected due to the conflict, and other studies would need to be carried out to fully test this dimension and its applicability to Sri Lanka.
wellbeing) and hedonic (subjective wellbeing) measure suggested by Samman (2007) to compare happiness and wellbeing among Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households.
An important element of psychological wellbeing is the search for and presence of meaning in life. There is very little difference between respondents from Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households with only 13% of respondents Samurdhi households feeling that their life has no clear meaning or purpose, compared to 25% of respondents from non Samurdhi households who feel the same. When asked whether they have a clear sense of what gives meaning to their life, respondents from Samurdhi households have odds of less than 1, as non Samurdhi households to respond negatively. Overall, Samurdhi households seem marginally more positive about having meaning in their lives.
Meaning in life can be complemented by the self determining theory which holds that three other psychological needs -autonomy, competence and relatedness -are needed for self fulfilment and growth (Deci and Ryan, quoted in Samman, 2007) . In relation to autonomy, competence and relatedness, there is no significant difference between Samurdhi households and non Samurdhi households, with the only exception being that respondents from Samurdhi households have odds of less than 1 of respondents from Samurdhi households, to feel that that people in their lives (such as family and friends) care about them. Qualitative data shows that this is most often due to problems and estrangement from children, siblings and parents, and respondents are thinking of one particular incident which is uppermost in their minds, when they indicate such lack of relatedness. Overall, there appears to be little difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households in relation to psychological wellbeing, with Samurdhi households showing that they are less deprived in some of the variables that make up these indicators.
In relation to subjective wellbeing too, there is no significant difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households in relation to happiness. Around 90% of households in the survey reported that they are happy and there is no significant difference between Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households. On other subjective wellbeing indicators such as satisfaction with life overall, food, housing, income, health and so on, however, Samurdhi recipients are less satisfied than the non Samurdhi households (Table 14) . Deprivation in subjective wellbeing is also reflected in the summary analysis; 48.8% of Samurdhi recipient households are deprived in relation to psychological wellbeing indicators, compared to 39.4% in non Samurdhi households (Table 15 ). In contrast, 85.4% of Samurdhi recipient households are deprived in relation to subjective wellbeing indicators, compared to 58.5% in non Samurdhi households; they are 3.9 times more likely to be deprived in subjective wellbeing than non Samurdhi households. In relation to the dimension, 87% of Samurdhi households are deprived in one or more indicator compared to 75.2% of non Samurdhi households (Table 16 ). 
Conclusions and Policy Implications
The concept of multidimensional poverty is increasingly accepted among both the research and policy community. However, the implications of this understanding for policy has been limited due to problems of lack of clarity and consensus regarding concepts -particularly on what dimensions make up the multiple dimensions of poverty -and problems with data collection and availability. In this connection, OPHI's multidimensional poverty modules provide a useful basis to progress past these obstacles to bring evidence from multidimensional poverty analysis to bear on policy decisions.
In this paper, we attempted to apply multidimensional poverty data to the policy need to improve the effectiveness of the national social protection programme, Samurdhi, in Sri Lanka. Using data from a pilot survey in the Badulla District Sri Lanka, we compared Samurdhi households with non Samurdhi households in relation to dimensions that are often 'missing' from survey data as well as attempted to compute deprivation in multiple aspects simultaneously. The results discussed above shows that there are some important differences, as well as similarities, among Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households -an analysis of which can provide direction to further improve the design and delivery of the Samurdhi Programme.
The two main policy questions in relation to the Samurdhi Programme are (i) accuracy of its targeting and (ii) effectiveness of the programme in moving people out of poverty. In relation to targeting, the data discussed in this paper adds to existing knowledge (which focuses on exclusion and inclusion errors based mainly on the dimension of income, and in some cases basic needs such as access to adequate shelter and services) by providing data on deprivation experienced by Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households in relation to a number of important dimensions such as quality of employment, empowerment, dignity, psychological and subjective wellbeing. For example, the survey shows that Samurdhi households are deprived in relation to subjective wellbeing indicators, which may provide evidence to indicate that targeting within the Samurdhi Programme is not as ineffective as some critics of the programme believe. These households may not be similar in relation to income or household situation, but the number and extent of problems they face -often unique to that household -shows that the programme has some degree of flexibility to recognize and respond to the multiple experiences of poverty among needy households.
In relation to programme effectiveness, a number of indicative findings may be relevant. For example, in relation to quality of employment, heads of Samurdhi households tend to be largely employed in the informal sector, in low return activities such as wage work. They are vulnerable to shocks as they have no protection from their employment during times of illness or lack of work, and they also have little savings of their own. There are implications from this for the employment and income generating activities promoted by the Samurdhi Programme, which focus mainly on capacity building and training activities with a view to shifting wage workers into self employment. However, given the income vulnerability that exists in these households, many are unlikely to be able to bear the loss of income during the transition or the risks involved in the main income earner shifting to new activities. The option of doing a secondary or tertiary activity may also not be available, as income earners in some Samurdhi household already feel overworked. However, there is an interest in supplementary income sources, with many households engaging in supplementary activities such as home gardening. In common with other households in the district, in Samurdhi households too there is considerable discouraged unemployment -with household members such as adult children, interested in working but enable to find work. The results of this analysis suggests that the Samurdhi Programme could focus more on such other members of the household to provide new income generating opportunities to supplement the main income generating activity; this would support the programme's aim of promoting households out of poverty while not increasing household vulnerability further.
Analysis of the dignity and respect dimension also provides some policy implications for Samurdhi. The survey finds that while there are widely expressed views that being poor is nothing to be ashamed of, among poor households there are indications that they are ashamed, or made to feel ashamed by others, due to their poverty. In such a context, the new community selection methods to increase the effectiveness of Samurdhi targeting may have unintended, adverse implications on programme beneficiaries. The selection method involves households being identified as poor in a public meeting at the village level, and given the tendencies to shame proneness and accumulated humiliation among Samurdhi households, such an exercise is likely to further deepen their feelings of helplessness and exclusion.
Aggregating data into composite indices shows interesting trends but has proven to be methodologically problematic. Issues of variable / indicator selection, deprivation cut off levels, weights for individual units within the composite etc require a number of assumptions on the part of the analyst that may or may not hold in reality. In the case of this study, the availability of qualitative data helped to guide these assumptions, particularly as data is being collected on aspects and dimensions of poverty and wellbeing on which there is limited context-specific literature.
Overall however, the multidimensional analysis presented in this paper provides further evidence to support the widely accepted view that poor households are deprived on a number of dimensions, not just in the income dimension. The analysis suggests that dimensions of importance are income, basic needs, quality of employment, dignity and respect, and psychological and subjective wellbeing. It also raises a conceptual issue of whether similarities, or lack of differences, in other dimensions notably empowerment and safety are showing that these are not aspects of poverty in the Sri Lankan context, or whether they are reflecting issues specific to this survey location. Larger studies, perhaps representative at the national level, are needed therefore to provide a complete picture of multidimensional poverty in Sri Lanka, but the OPHI modules can provide the basis for such inquiry. 
